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Abstract 
This paper provides an overview of the OneGeology-Europe project’s work on the 
harmonisation of access and licensing policies of the national Geological Surveys 
in the European U7nion. After presenting the European legal framework for the 
availability of public sector spatial data, it sets out some of the main challenges 
for harmonising data policies and the activities that were undertaken in the 
OneGeology-Europe project to address these challenges. These activities include 
the creation of a Code of Practice and model licences.  
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1. INTRODUCTION1 
In the 21st century information society, the importance of information created or 
held by the government has become impossible to deny. Government is one of 
the largest producers of information in many areas, such as business information, 
health data, geographic data, and legal information. Opening up these resources 
for broader use has become an important objective in many of the European 
Member States. This paper gives some recommendations on guidelines for the 
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opening up of a particularly important subset of public sector information, i.e. 
spatial data. 
1.1 The Role of Public Sector Information in the Information Society 
Access to public sector information (PSI) is extremely important in a democratic 
state. Citizens should be able to consult data held by the public bodies in order to 
participate fully in the democratic society, and to hold their government 
accountable for its actions. The development of the information society and the 
growing possibility for citizens to make their opinion heard (via e-mail, blogs, 
discussion forums, etc.) has only increased the call for PSI (Janssen, 2010; 
Bovens, 2002). However, PSI also has a considerable socio-economic value, in 
that its availability can be an important stimulus for economic growth and societal 
cohesion. As was recognized by Mayo and Steinberg in their Power of 
Information Review, PSI is an essential basis for digital information products and 
services and it can be used like “a glue to bind together disparate information”. 
Thirdly, PSI plays a crucial role in fulfilment of the public task by the public 
administration. PSI is created mainly to support the development and 
implementation of public policy. Information collected or created for one particular 
statutory need can often also be used for the performance of other public tasks 
within the same organization or by other public bodies. Hence, the sharing of PSI 
allows public bodies to avoid duplication of costs and efforts and enables to 
engage the saved resources in other public initiatives (Janssen, 2010). The 
integration of information from different sources supports better decision-making 
and can improve the public sector’s internal data management policy and 
practices.  
1.1. Spatial Data 
One of the categories of PSI, of which the exchange is particularly important, is 
spatial data, which can be defined as “any data with a direct or indirect reference 
to a specific location or geographical area” (European Parliament and Council, 
2007).  
Already in the 1990s, the European Union intended to regulate the sharing of 
spatial data between public bodies. While GI2000 was never realized, the 
underlying ideas were taken up again in the INSPIRE initiative, which led to the 
2007 Directive establishing an Infrastructure for Spatial Information in the 
European Community (INSPIRE directive) (European Parliament and Council, 
2007). A main objective of this directive is “that it is possible for spatial data 
collected at one level of public authority to be shared between other public 
authorities” (see recital 6 INSPIRE directive). 
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The INSPIRE directive is not the only directive regulating the availability of spatial 
data from public sector bodies. The Directive on the re-use of public sector 
information (PSI directive) (European Parliament and Council, 2003a) and the 
Directive on public access to environmental information (Access directive) 
(European Parliament and Council, 2003) also play an important role in opening 
up public sector spatial data. INSPIRE intends to increase the exchange of data 
between public bodies; the PSI directive deals with the re-use of PSI outside of 
the public task and wants to stimulate the information market; and the Access 
directive is focused on increasing accountability and public participation through 
access to environmental information. However, the scopes of these directives 
overlap and the rules they contain are not always consistent (Janssen, 2010). In 
addition, the disparate application of the three different instruments by public 
bodies holding various types of spatial data can lead to large differences and lack 
of clarity in their policies for disseminating data. In order to prevent confusion 
about the applicable conditions for obtaining spatial data from a public body, a 
solution would be a common data policy taking into account all the relevant 
legislation and applying as many common building blocks for any type of use as 
possible. The provisions of the Access Directive, the PSI Directive rules and the 
INSPIRE Directive provisions should all be taken up in a harmonized, transparent 
and legally compliant data policy for public bodies providing spatial data. Ideally, 
in order to ensure easy access of users wanting to combine spatial data from 
different sources, these data policies would be harmonized based on a number of 
common guidelines.  
This paper describes the work done in the OneGeology-Europe project on access 
and licensing of geological spatial data, and sets out the main guidelines for data 
policies developed in the course of this project. The following section will present 
the legal grounds that should be used for constructing a list of requirements for 
these data policies, i.e. the Access directive, the PSI directive, and the INSPIRE 
directive. Next, we will present some challenges for the harmonization of public 
bodies’ data policy and how these challenges were tackled during the course of 
the OneGeology-Europe project. Finally, the role of model licences will be 
addressed and some proposals for simplifying the licences for spatial data will be 
made.  
2. EU LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
The legal framework that needs to be taken into account by each public body 
creating a policy for making its spatial data available is based on the national 
transpositions of the INSPIRE directive, the Access directive and the PSI 
directive. This paper is based on the general rules offered by the directives, 
which should be the same in each Member State.  
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2.1. INSPIRE Directive 
The INSPIRE directive was adopted on 14 March 2007. The directive aims to 
establish an infrastructure for spatial information in the European Union for the 
purposes of environmental policy and other policies or activities which may have 
an impact on the environment. It facilitates the sharing of spatial data sets and 
services between public bodies for their public tasks relating to the environment 
by imposing technical and organisational requirements, with regard to metadata, 
the creation of network services, data specifications, organisational measures for 
data sharing, coordination and monitoring and reporting (European Parliament 
and Council, 2007). The directive was to be transposed by Member States by 15 
May 2009. However, only very few countries made that deadline. 
According to article 17.1 of the INSPIRE directive, each Member State has to 
adopt measures for the sharing of spatial data sets and services between its 
public authorities, enabling these public authorities to gain access to spatial data 
sets and services, and to exchange and use those sets and services for the 
purposes of public tasks that may have an impact on the environment. Staff 
members of a public authority should be able to access spatial data when they 
need it, without “any practical obstacles at the point of use”. While charging for 
and licensing spatial data sets and services remains possible, this has to be 
compatible with the general aim of INSPIRE to facilitate data sharing. Possible 
charges are limited to “the minimum required to ensure the necessary quality and 
supply of spatial data sets and services together with a reasonable return on 
investment, while respecting the self-financing requirements of public authorities 
supplying spatial data sets and services, where applicable” (European Parliament 
and Council, 2007).  
The INSPIRE directive also contains provisions on access of the public to spatial 
data via the network services. These provisions are without prejudice to the 
Access directive (see article 2 of the INSPIRE directive), so the possible 
limitations on access of the public to the network services are aligned with the 
exceptions in that directive. Public access to discovery services has to be free of 
charge. This also applies to view services, unless charges would secure the 
maintenance of the spatial data sets and services, particularly in cases involving 
very large volumes of frequently updated data, such as meteorological data (see 
article 14 of the INSPIRE directive). These organisations would not be able to 
collect, produce and update spatial data if they could not recover any costs by 
charging the public for viewing their data (Janssen, 2010). Other services, such 
as download services, can be charged for by the public bodies without any 
restrictions.  
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2.2. PSI Directive 
The PSI directive aims to promote the re-use of PSI by establishing a minimum 
set of rules governing the re-use of existing public sector documents and the 
practical means of facilitating this re-use (European Parliament and Council, 
2003). Re-use includes “the use by persons or legal entities of documents held 
by public sector bodies, for commercial or non-commercial purposes other than 
the initial purpose within the public task for which the documents were produced” 
(see article 2.4 of the PSI directive). Hence, re-use includes any use falling 
outside of the public task, whether commercial or non-commercial. For example, 
this could involve the use of PSI by commercial publishers, start-up companies, 
consultancy firms, but also non-governmental organisations, students, or 
researchers.  
As a basic principle, the Member States and the public bodies are not under any 
obligation to make their data available for re-use. If they choose to do so, they 
have to make the data available under specific conditions, including time limits, 
available formats, fees, licensing and transparency. The total income from 
charges for re-use cannot exceed the cost of collection, production, reproduction 
and dissemination, together with a reasonable return on investment (see article 6 
of the PSI directive). While allowing this broad margin of appreciation, at the 
same time the directive asks the Member States to encourage their public bodies 
to charge only marginal costs for reproduction and dissemination (see recital 14).  
Whatever conditions are imposed by the public bodies on the re-use of their data, 
they have to be non-discriminatory for comparable categories of re-use (see 
article 10 of the PSI directive). The directive suggests possible different 
conditions for commercial or non-commercial re-use, but it does not indicate 
whether all commercial re-use should be considered comparable. To avoid the 
risk of cross-subsidies between the public task activities and the commercial 
practices of a public body, the PSI directive requires the public bodies to apply 
the same conditions and charges to their own re-use as they do towards other re-
users (see article 10.2).  
2.3. Access Directive 
The 2003 Access directive implements the provisions of the 1998 Aarhus 
Convention in the European Union. The obligations of the Member States under 
the Aarhus Convention are divided into three main pillars: access to information, 
public participation and access to justice. These three aspects should contribute 
to the protection of the right of every person to live in an environment adequate to 
his or her health and well-being (United Nations Economic Commission for 
Europe, 1998). The Access directive only addresses the first pillar of the 
Convention (European Parliament and Council, 2003). It aims to guarantee the 
right of access to environmental information held by or for public agencies and to 
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ensure that environmental information is progressively made available to the 
public (see article 1 of the Access directive). It contains provisions both on 
access on request and on proactive dissemination of information by the public 
authorities.  
As a general principle, public authorities have to make available environmental 
information held by or for them to any applicant, without the applicant having to 
state an interest. Possible exceptions to this general right of access include 
situations where disclosure of the information would harm e.g. the confidentiality 
of the proceedings of public authorities; international relations, public security or 
national defence; the course of justice; intellectual property rights; the 
confidentiality of personal data; or the protection of the environment (see article 4 
of the Access directive). Each of these possible exceptions has to be interpreted 
in a restrictive way and weighed against the interest in disclosure. As was 
mentioned earlier, the exceptions from the Access directive were copied literally 
in the INSPIRE directive provisions on public access to the network services, in 
order to ensure coherence.  
The Access directive ensures free of charge on-site viewing of environmental 
information, while charges for the supply of information may be up to a 
reasonable amount (see article 5 of the Access directive). Such a reasonable 
amount can in principle only include the actual costs of production of the 
information, but market charges can be allowed when a public body makes its 
environmental information available commercially in order to guarantee the 
continued collection and publication of such information. 
The Access directive also obliges public authorities to make their environmental 
information proactively available, as much as possible via electronic means.  
2.4. Relationship between the Three Directives 
2.4.1. Comparison of the Main Provisions of the Three Directives 
The table below provides a comparative overview of the main provisions of the 
Access directive, the PSI directive, and the INSPIRE directive.  
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Table 1: Comparison of the INSPIRE Directive, the PSI Directive and the Access Directive 
 INSPIRE Directive PSI directive Access directive
Scope  • Spatial data sets and 
services falling under the 
themes listed in Annex I, II 
and III 
• Public authorities 
• Public sector documents 
o No documents the 
supply of which is an 
activity falling outside 
the scope of the public 
task; no third party IPR; 
no documents that are 
not accessible 
• Public sector bodies (no 
cultural institutions, no 
research and education 
institutions, no public 
broadcasters) 
• Environmental information 
• Public authorities 
Electronic/paper Only electronic Electronic + paper 
Electronic where possible 
Electronic + paper 
Electronic where possible 
Objective • Data sharing for public tasks 
with an impact on the 
environment 
• Public access to network 
services 
Use for commercial and non-
commercial purposes outside of 
the public task 
• Access of the citizen on 
request 
• Dissemination to the public  
Obligatory Yes No Yes  
Limitations • Data sharing 
o Course of justice, public 
security, national defence 
or international relations 
• Public access 
o Discovery services 
 International relations, 
public security or 
national defence 
n/a • The information requested is 
not held by or for the 
addressed public authority to 
which the request is 
addressed.  
• The request: 
o Is manifestly 
unreasonable. 
o Is formulated in too 
International Journal of Spatial Data Infrastructures Research, 2012, Vol.7, 249-276. 
 256
o Other services: the 
confidentiality or 
protection of a.o. 
international relations, 
public security or national 
defence; intellectual 
property rights; personal 
data; the environment to 
which such information 
relates (location of rare 
species). 
general a manner, 
o Concerns material in the 
course of completion or 
unfinished documents or 
data. 
o Concerns internal 
communications that 
cannot be disclosed. 
• The disclosure of information 
would adversely affect the 
confidentiality or protection of 
the confidentiality or 
protection of a.o. international 
relations, public security or 
national defence; intellectual 
property rights; personal data; 
the environment to which 
such information relates 
(location of rare species).
Charges • Data sharing 
o Reporting obligations: no 
o Other data: yes, minimum 
required to ensure the 
necessary quality and 
supply of spatial data 
sets and services 
together with a 
reasonable return on 
investment, while 
respecting the self-
financing requirements of 
public authorities 
supplying spatial data 
sets and services, where 
Yes  
Total income should not exceed 
the cost of collection, 
production, reproduction and 
dissemination, together with a 
reasonable return on 
investment. Marginal cost is 
encouraged 
• Examination on site: no 
• Supply: yes, not exceeding a 
reasonable amount 
o Not exceeding actual 
costs of producing the 
material in question.  
o Market-based charge, if 
public authorities make 
available environmental 
information on a 
commercial basis, and 
where this is necessary in 
order to guarantee the 
continuation of collecting 
and publishing such 
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applicable. 
• Public access 
o Discovery services : no 
o View services: no, except 
where charges secure 
maintenance of spatial 
data sets and services 
o Other services: yes 
information. 
Assets registry Yes Yes Yes  
Model licences • Public access: disclaimers, 
click-licences or, where 
necessary, licences possible 
• Data sharing: licences 
possible –fully compatible 
with the general aim of 
facilitating the sharing of 
spatial data sets and services 
between public authorities 
 
 Yes. Where licences are used, 
standard licences for the re-use 
of public sector documents, 
adaptable to particular licence 
applications, should be available 
in digital format and could be 
processed electronically. 
n/a 
Time limits n/a Yes  
Within reasonable time, but no 
longer than 20 days after the 
receipt of the request. In case of 
extensive or complex requests 
the limit may be extended by 
another 20 days. 
Yes  
As soon as possible, or at the 
latest within one month from the 
request. In case of a high volume 
or complexity of the information, 
within two months from the 
request. 
 
Source: Kuczerawy, Janssen and Dumortier, 2009 
 
International Journal of Spatial Data Infrastructures Research, 2012, Vol.7, 249-276. 
 258
2.4.2.  Complications in the Relationship between the Directives 
While the INSPIRE directive, the Access directive and the PSI directive all 
stimulate the availability of spatial data held by the public sector, each directive 
has its main objectives and target group. The INSPIRE directive mainly 
addresses the sharing of spatial data between public authorities for the 
performance of their public tasks, while the PSI directive applies to any use of 
PSI outside of such public tasks. In essence, the PSI directive aims to stimulate 
economic growth by encouraging the re-use of PSI, contrary to the Access 
directive, which is based on the democratic objectives of transparency, public 
participation and accountability. However, the distinction between these 
objectives (and hence the applicability of the directives), is not always easy to 
make. 
For instance, it is not always clear whether a company is asking for access to 
particular environmental data to ensure that the public body involved has made a 
legitimate decision, or whether it wants to re-use this data for its commercial 
benefits. In many cases, requests for data will not only be motivated just by the 
need of the public to know what its government is doing, but also by a personal 
gain that can be obtained from having the data (Holland, 1997; Peterson Dando, 
1994). In this way, it is impossible to determine the applicability of the PSI 
directive or the Access directive. Next, applying the INSPIRE directive to a 
request for spatial data from a public body is also not self-evident, as this public 
body may be using these data for its public task or for other activities that remain 
outside this public task. In the latter case, the PSI directive should apply.  
In addition, even if it would be clear for which purpose a particular spatial data set 
or service is required, the interpretation of the applicable rules may still cause 
issues. For instance, in the case of public access to the network services 
foreseen in the INSPIRE directive, one could question how to interpret the 
provisions on the charges for these network services. As the INSPIRE directive is 
without prejudice to the Access directive, the provisions of the latter prevail if they 
both apply (i.e. to spatial data that could also be qualified as environmental 
information) and there would be a contradiction between the two pieces of 
legislation. If the rules of the INSPIRE directive stay within the boundaries set by 
the Access directive, they can be applied without restraint. However, even though 
the Access directive refers to electronic means, it seems to have been written 
with the traditional concept of documents in mind. When this is combined with the 
obligations of the INSPIRE directive on access to the network services, it remains 
unsure whether view services should be seen as a form of supply of data, or 
rather as analogous to examination in situ, which is free of charge under the 
Aarhus directive (Janssen, 2010). In the latter case, any charges for viewing 
services, regardless of the situation, would be impossible. For now, it remains up 
to the European Court of Justice to decide on the interpretation of both directives.  
International Journal of Spatial Data Infrastructures Research, 2012, Vol.7, 249-276. 
 259
Ideally, a public body intending to disseminate data should not have to worry 
about which rules to apply to the provision of its data, but only about the concrete 
questions whether it wants to impose conditions or require charges for the use of 
its data, and how to build relationships with its users. However, this is not so easy 
to achieve, and requires the conscious development of a data distribution policy 
that enables the decision-makers within the public body to make quick and 
consistent decisions on each request for data, while still complying with all legal 
requirements.  
3. CHALLENGES FOR HARMONISING DATA POLICIES 
A public body’s data policy can be described as a policy detailing the functioning 
and decisions of the public body with regard to the data it holds and intends to 
disseminate. Such a policy defines the rules on the basis of which data are 
provided to interested users. In order to enhance the availability of public sector 
spatial data throughout the European Union, these data policies should be 
harmonised as much as possible. Three levels of harmonization should be 
considered.  
First, any harmonized data policy should combine rules from the three Directives 
mentioned above. Even though the scopes of the directives overlap to some 
extent and their provisions are not always consistent, a common ground between 
them can be found. The overlap, if looked at from a positive perspective, provides 
a common denominator that could constitute a basis to reconcile the existing 
discrepancies. Only by bringing together the varying provisions of the PSI 
directive, the INSPIRE directive and the Access directive, a consistent data policy 
can be built.  
Second, such a policy should preferably also be created in cooperation between 
multiple public bodies holding different categories of spatial data sets or even 
other types of data. This cooperation should ensure consistency between the 
policies governing access to and use of spatial data held by diverse bodies, in 
this way increasing the legal certainty for a user requesting data from different 
public bodies. While this might appear as an extremely ambitious goal, the 
common ground constructed by the EU legislation on the availability of spatial 
data provides a good first basis for such a harmonized approach that can at least 
increase the transparency and the dialogue between the different public bodies 
within a Member State. The Access Directive, the PSI Directive, and the INSPIRE 
Directive can be used as building blocks to design a list of requirements for data 
policies for public bodies. However, the three directives do not provide a full list of 
aspects that need to be taken into account in the development of a well-
functioning data policy. A broader view on the necessary elements of data 
policies is required. This involves possible solutions that might not be strictly 
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stemming from the aforementioned documents, but which could be derived from 
a common practice that has been successfully employed by certain public bodies.  
Third, in the attempt to enhance the availability of spatial data, it should not be 
forgotten that consistency between data policies should also be aimed for among 
different organizations across the European Union. Next to complying with the 
harmonized rules stemming from the European Union, the public bodies also 
have an obligation to obey any extra rules in the area of data availability imposed 
by their national legislations. In addition, it should not be forgotten that different 
countries across the European Union have diverse traditions of disseminating 
public sector spatial data. In some countries data have generally been available 
on a free or marginal cost basis for decades, without any restricting conditions, 
while public bodies in other Member States have developed a more complicated 
and restrictive policy. Such different approaches, relying on both legislation and 
tradition, cannot be changed easily. Any attempt to merge them into one common 
European approach will be a lengthy and difficult process. Next, the level of 
development of the different public bodies disseminating spatial data also has to 
be taken into account. Considerable differences exist between public bodies that 
are only starting to create a data policy and those that already have a broad 
experience with requests for their data  
Addressing the challenges mentioned in the previous paragraph requires a 
realistic, stepwise approach that does not focus on obtaining full harmonisation 
(or even uniformisation) of all policies for disseminating public sector spatial data 
in the European Union, but that rather starts with focusing on the transparency of 
data policies and with providing general principles and practical tools for the 
public bodies to implement their data policy. A realistic solution is to construct a 
flexible model of data policies – a generic tool that could be used by various 
public bodies providing data, leaving them the choice between a number of policy 
options that best fit their requirements and traditions. At the same time, the public 
bodies should be encouraged to choose the policy options that most increase the 
availability of spatial data and stimulate a user-friendly and practical approach to 
disseminating data.  
4. TOWARDS HARMONISATION OF DATA POLICIES IN THE 
ONEGEOLOGY-EUROPE PROJECT 
4.1.  Introduction 
The eContentPlus project OneGeology-Europe took a realistic approach, by 
creating a Code of Practice setting out the main components for a data policy for 
the national Geological Surveys participating in the project. The OneGeology-
Europe project was carried out between September 2008 and October 2010 and 
aimed to create a dynamic digital geological map for Europe and make a 
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significant contribution to the progress of INSPIRE, by developing systems and 
protocols to better enable the discovery, viewing, downloading and sharing of 
core European spatial geological data (see www.onegeology-europe.org). This 
also included addressing the licensing aspects of sharing geological data. In a 
dedicated work package, an access and licensing policy was developed for the 
geological surveys that could also be applied in other spatial data sectors.  
This data policy was developed in a number of steps. First, the EU legal 
framework was studied and a comparison was made between the Access 
directive, the INSPIRE directive and the PSI directive, in order to get a clear 
overview of the applicable rules that are harmonised on the European level. Next, 
information was gathered about the current practices and challenges of the 
geological surveys and of the data users that were partners in the One-Geology 
project. A workshop was held in March 2009 to gather information on the 
problems the Surveys were struggling with in making their data available and the 
requirements of the users for obtaining the data in an efficient and workable 
manner.  
More detailed information about the applied conditions and charges for geological 
spatial data were gathered through a questionnaire sent to all Geological 
Surveys. In addition, in depth case studies were carried out of two of the 
Geological Surveys that were considered to have the most differing information 
policies and business models, i.e. the British Geological Survey (BGS) and TNO, 
the Dutch research organisation that has taken up the role of the Dutch 
Geological Survey. A generalised and simplified overview of some of the results 
of the questionnaire is given in the table 2. 
The case studies of TNO and BGS showed two very different data policy models, 
with BGS having an intricate licensing system supported by a fully developed 
licensing department, and TNO making its data available at no cost or a limited 
annual fee, with only limited restrictions and without any dedicated staff. Any 
harmonised data policy should be able to accommodate the differences between 
these models and at the same time streamline them where possible.  
To achieve a feasible result, the data policy that was developed within the project 
contained two main elements: guidelines for implementing a policy and practice 
with regard to requests for information for all Geological Surveys, and a number 
of licensing models that left room for adaptation to the particular circumstances of 
the geological surveys that were supposed to use them. A draft Code of Practice 
holding these two elements was presented to the geological surveys and the 
users in a workshop, and the final version was prepared on the basis of feedback 
from the workshop and from stakeholders outside the project, such as members 
of related EU-projects. While the Code of Practice was directed towards 
organisations holding a particular type of spatial data, i.e. the Geological Surveys, 
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its guidelines and model licences could also apply to other types of spatial data 
that are disseminated by public bodies (Kuczerawy et al., 2010). In this way it can 
contribute to the harmonisation of policies for disseminating spatial data on a 
broader level.  
 
Table 2: Overview of the Questionnaire Results2  
How is your organisation financed? 
100 % self-financed 100% state financed Combination 
0 1 14 
Has your organisation developed a policy for making geological data available?  




Yes, in an internal 
document/policy 
We are preparing a 
policy 
No, we only reply to 
requests on an ad 
hoc basis 
5 8 1 1 
Do you make a distinction between or have special conditions for types of users? (more 
than one answer possible) 
(non)commercial Science/education Students Public bodies No categories 
8 7 3 2 3 
Do you charge for supplying your data? (more than one answer possible) 
Per use Per year Fixed fee Per km² No charge Other 
4 6 6 2 3 2 
How information on the charges is made available to the users? 
Standard charges 
on the website 
Standard charges 
provided on request 
Price determined ad 
hoc 
Other/partial availability 
10 6 1 2 
What type of conditions do you impose? (more than one answer possible) 






errors in the 
data 
Others  
14 3 1 3 2 2 
 
In the following section, some main guidelines of the Code of Practice for 
developing a data policy will be set out, focusing on transparency and user-
friendliness. Next, attention is given to the model licences, which were built on 
the basis of existing model licences, adapting them to the needs of the 
Geological Surveys. The Code of Practice can be found on the OneGeology-
Europe website and on the website of the Interdisciplinary Centre for Law and 
ICT (http://www.law.kuleuven.be/icri/deliverables/2071G-E_WP7_D7.pdf? 
where= ). 
                                                
2 15 Geological Surveys participated in the questionnaire. The information represents the situation 
in 2010. 
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4.1. Guidelines for Public Bodies’ Policy for Disseminating Spatial Data 
Any policy encouraging the dissemination of public sector spatial data should be 
based on two main principles: user-friendliness and transparency. It is paramount 
for the success of any data dissemination policy that it starts from the needs of 
the user, rather than the supplier of the spatial data, and that it uses a simple, 
overarching approach, preferably with minimal differences between different 
types of users, data sets, types of use, etc. Transparency should appear on all 
levels: allowing users to know which data exists, where they can find it, how they 
can obtain it, under what conditions they can use it, and what they have to pay 
for it. In short, users should be properly informed about their rights and 
obligations. Only when armed with such information they can fulfil their needs 
and make sure that their rights are respected.  
To ensure this transparency and user-friendliness, the public bodies’ data policy 
should be built around the different phases of a possible request for data from the 
point of view of the user. Its design should be intuitive and follow the natural 
steps taken by a user in the process of requesting, obtaining and using spatial 
data. This user-centric approach should ensure that all elements of the process 
are taken into account and that the user knows what to do in each stage of the 
process.  
In the following subsections, we will highlight some of the aspects of the data 
policy described in the OneGeology-Europe Code of Practice, including the 
practical arrangements, metadata, request procedures, contact points, and 
conditions for access and use of the spatial data. However, all these aspects are 
irrelevant if they are not preceded by the appointment of a responsible person for 
the development and follow-up of the public body’s data policy.  
4.1.1. Da ta Policy Officer 
Public bodies need to think about how to organise their data dissemination and 
how to implement a data policy within their organisation. They should assign the 
responsibility for this data policy to a particular person or department within the 
public body, i.e. a data policy officer. This person or department should have a 
clear mandate to develop measures to improve the dissemination of the public 
body’s spatial data. The person or department responsible for the policy should in 
its turn make sure that its activities are known by all staff members of the 
organisation. Any staff member receiving a question from a potential user can 
refer this user to the appropriate people.  
4.1.2. Practical Arrangements for Finding Spatial Data 
Potential users of spatial data often do not know where they can find the data 
they need, or sometimes even what data they need. Spatial data should be easy 
to locate. A first point of entry is a portal, such as the geoportals being set up 
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under the INSPIRE directive. Next, the discovery services required by INSPIRE 
will enable the search for spatial data and services based on the metadata 
provided for them. This should also satisfy the obligation of the EU member 
states under the PSI directive to take the necessary measures to ensure that 
practical arrangements are in place to facilitate the search for data. We will come 
back to the issue of metadata in a separate subsection.  
While portals, discovery services and metadata should already be of great value 
to the user to find the data he or she needs, public bodies should realise that 
users may still have several questions left after consulting the metadata. In 
addition, some users may not find the data via the portals and discovery services, 
but by other means, such as own experience or guessing, advice from colleagues 
or business partners, unstructured information on websites, etc. These users 
should be directed to the data policy officer if they need more assistance. This 
entails that the website of the public body should clearly indicate the details of a 
help desk or at least a contact person who can answer the questions of the users 
or refer them to the right department. Contact details should include e-mail 
address and phone number, and preferably a contact person should be available 
that can assist possible users not only in the national language, but also in 
English and/or the language of a neighbouring country.  
The assignment of a contact point fulfils the obligations of article 3.5 of the 
Access directive, which requires that officials should support the public in seeking 
access to environmental information and that information officers are designated. 
In addition, it can also be considered a practical arrangement that should 
facilitate the search for re-usable documents under article 9 of the PSI directive.  
4.1.3. Request Procedure 
Next, the request procedure is a crucial point of the data policy for the users. 
Public sector spatial data providers should develop a clear procedure for handling 
requests for data, and clearly provide all the necessary information to the users 
on how to actually place their request. It should be clearly explained on the public 
body’s website (and not hidden in a part of the website that is difficult to find) how 
the request has to be formulated and what information it should contain. This 
would not only show the user what he needs to do, but would also facilitate the 
process for the person or department managing the request. A possible manner 
of facilitating the requests is to provide a pre-defined web form guiding the users 
through the request and indicating the specific information that is required from 
them. Such a solution would allow for all the requests to be submitted in a 
uniform style, and clearly show the users what information is expected from them. 
This could also speed up the whole process and decrease the request 
processing time. As was already indicated before, it should be taken into account 
that some users may still have problems or questions with regard to ordering the 
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data they need, so the contact details of the data officer need to be clearly 
indicated in the request form.  
4.1.4. Response Time 
The provided information on the request procedure should also indicate the 
response time limits to requests. While much of the spatial data may be directly 
accessible through view or download services, a response time limit is still 
important in situations where access to the services requires a particular 
procedure to be followed (e.g. with registration and authentication requirements), 
or where the data are still delivered via another way, e.g. on DVD or a hard disk, 
etc. Hence, this section does not refer to the response times for the INSPIRE 
services as defined in the service level agreements or the performance 
requirements in the implementing rules on the network services, but rather to the 
time for the public body to clear the required authentication, authorisation and 
licensing procedures for gaining access to the service.  
Obviously, any response time has to be in line with the applicable legal 
requirements. For instance, according to the Access directive, environmental 
information has to be delivered for access as soon as possible, with a maximum 
of 1 month after the request, and in case of high volume and complexity of the 
data maximum 2 months after the request has been made (art. 3.2 Access 
Directive). In case of re-use, article 4.2 of the PSI directive requires that the data 
are delivered within the same time limit as applies under the national access 
legislation, or within a reasonable time and maximum 20 working days in case 
there is no national access legislation. In case of extensive or complex requests 
the time limit can be extended to maximum 40 working days from the request. 
National access legislation may impose yet another set of maximum time limits 
that need to be obeyed. While maintaining these different time limits is sufficient 
to comply with the applicable legislation, the best way to facilitate the availability 
of spatial data is to apply the same time limit for all types of requests. A uniform 
time limit is an excellent way to promote user-friendly policies and minimize 
barriers to obtaining spatial data. For the benefit of the users, preference should 
be given to the shortest time limits proposed in the legislation. Such solution 
would set new, high quality standards and give an example to providers of other 
types of public sector data. 
While it is important for users to know the theoretical response time, it is even 
more interesting for them to know the actual time needed by the public body to 
process their request. Transparency of the functioning of the public body could be 
enhanced considerably by the publication of the average response times on 
actual requests, of course with the caveat that this does not create any rights for 
the users beyond the legal obligations of the public body.  
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4.1.5. Means of Redress 
Another type of information that should be provided to the users is the possible 
means of redress in case they would like to make a complaint about the way their 
request for spatial data has been treated. According to article 6 of the Access 
directive “any applicant who considers that his request for information has been 
ignored, wrongfully refused (whether in full or in part), inadequately answered or 
otherwise not dealt with in accordance with the provisions of [the directive], has 
access to a procedure in which the acts or omissions of the public authority 
concerned can be reconsidered by that or another public authority or reviewed 
administratively by an independent and impartial body established by law”. The 
PSI directive only refers indirectly to the need for appropriate means of redress in 
case of any complaints with regard to obtaining PSI, by stating in article 4.4 that 
“any negative decision shall contain a reference to the means of redress in case 
the applicant wishes to appeal the decision”, and in article 7 that the public 
bodies have to ensure that applicants “are informed of available means of 
redress relating to decisions or practices affecting them”. As a result of these 
provisions, the public body should inform the users about the possibility to 
question the public body’s decision regarding a request for data. Users should 
also be informed about which public authority, administrative body or court is 
responsible for the review procedure and about the manner in which the 
complaint should be made. This right given to the users to challenge decisions of 
the public body (or the lack of thereof) is a guarantee that any actions of a public 
body regarding their request are always performed in compliance with the 
existing legal regime. Of course, account should always be taken of the national 
regulations on freedom of information, which also include their own rules on 
review procedures.  
4.1.6. Use conditions 
Once the users have decided which spatial data are suitable for their purposes, 
they should of course also be made aware of the conditions for the use of these 
spatial data, so that they can determine whether they can actually be used in the 
way that is required to fulfil the purpose. Hence, a description of what exactly can 
be done with the spatial data can determine whether users actually decide to 
make a request for the data. The need for clear use conditions is confirmed in the 
European legislation. The preamble of the PSI Directive states that “ensuring that 
the conditions for re-use of public sector documents are clear and publicly 
available is a precondition for the development of a Community-wide information 
market. Therefore all applicable conditions for the re-use of the documents 
should be made clear to the potential re-users” (see recital 15 of the PSI 
directive). The INSPIRE Directive also requires providing information on 
“conditions applying to access to, and use of, spatial data sets and services and, 
where applicable, corresponding fees” in its article 5.2.  
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Depending on the requesting party and the purpose for which the data will be 
used, the conditions of use might differ. Therefore, the public body should clarify 
the specific conditions for each data set, for each type of use, and each manner 
of delivery. In the future, most data will most likely be delivered via services, such 
as the network services that have to be set up under INSPIRE. However, 
currently not all public bodies are ready to provide large amounts of data via 
services. In addition, some users may still prefer obtaining the spatial data on CD 
or DVD. At the same time, it should be remembered that “any applicable 
conditions for the re-use of documents shall be non-discriminatory for 
comparable categories of re-use”, as described in article 10 of the PSI Directive. 
Hence, the public body could introduce different categories of use to the extent 
permitted by law, if it feels this is necessary for achieving the objectives of its 
data policy for disseminating the spatial data. However, it is advised that the 
public bodies limit the number of categories, not only to enable the user to decide 
quickly which type of use he or she should apply for, but also to limit the 
administrative burden for their own departments. The less different types of use 
(and accompanying conditions) are introduced, the easier it will be for the public 
body to manage requests, as the procedure can be standardised and it will be 
simpler to assess and classify the request.  
Common differentiations between types of users include public sector or private 
users, commercial or non-commercial users and science or education related 
users. However, if a public body does not require such distinctions, it is of course 
preferable that they are not unnecessarily introduced. In case different conditions 
do apply, it is necessary to provide a clear overview and explanation of these 
conditions to the users. The users should be able to easily find information on 
any allowed use of the data or any applicable restrictions, including e.g. only 
making a limited number of copies of the data, not disseminating the data to third 
parties, making added-value products, not making any publicity or advertising 
based on the spatial data that is obtained, etc. Only with such detailed 
information, the users will be able to decide whether they want to make a request 
to obtain particular spatial data.  
Two elements should be considered here. First, the distinction between the types 
of use should be clearly indicated. Such distinctions may be based on the user 
(e.g. public body, private user, education or research institution), the use (internal 
use, use in paper or online publications, creation and sale of value-added 
products), or the purpose of the use (commercial use, non-commercial use, 
educational or research objectives, etc.). The scope of each category should be 
clearly defined. Second, whatever distinction is chosen, the conditions for the 
user to fall within one of the categories have to be clearly explained on the public 
body’s website, again with a reference to a possible contact point for more 
guidance. In choosing the categories, the public bodies should keep in mind that 
some categories are easier to define and leave less room for ‘grey areas’ than 
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others. For instance, the distinction between commercial and non-commercial 
use can cause many discussions. The two types of use could be distinguished 
based on the nature of the user, entailing that any use by a commercial company 
would be considered commercial. However, in this case one could wonder why 
internal use by a commercial company would be different from internal use by an 
NGO. Next, the distinction could also rely on the use rather than the user, 
implying that income will be raised and money will be made. However, this would 
entail that for instance NGOs selling their publications would also fall under 
commercial use. Hence, whether the division between commercial and non-
commercial use is based on the organisation requesting the spatial data, or the 
activity that the data are being requested for, the public body should be aware of 
the consequences of the chosen division and make sure that it is clearly 
explained and that the possible areas of discussion remain as limited as possible.  
4.1.7. Charges  
Finally, the charges for using spatial data can also be an important factor for 
users to decide whether they want to file a request or not. Therefore, the public 
body’s data policy should include a clear pricing policy, in accordance with the 
existing legal framework at the European and national level. First, article 5.3 of 
the Access Directive requires that “where charges are made, public authorities 
shall publish and make available to applicants a schedule of such charges as well 
as information on the circumstances in which a charge may be levied or waived”. 
Second, article 7 of the PSI Directive provides that “any applicable conditions and 
standard charges for the re-use of documents held by public sector bodies shall 
be pre-established and published, through electronic means where possible and 
appropriate. On request, the public sector body shall indicate the calculation 
basis for the published charge. The public sector body in question shall also 
indicate which factors will be taken into account in the calculation of charges for 
atypical cases”. As was explained earlier, the EU directives also indicate the 
upper limits to the charges that can be made. These limits differ for access under 
the Access directive and the INSPIRE directive, re-use under the PSI directive, 
and sharing under the INSPIRE directive.  
While the level of pricing and the choice of charging method are not discussed in 
this paper, some remarks can be made about the information that should be 
given to the potential users on the applicable charges and prices. Any 
documentation about the pricing policy should be easily accessible on the 
website of the public body in a clearly indicated section. This documentation 
should include for each dataset and each type of use: the pricing mechanisms 
and fees, the factors that are taken into account in the calculation process of the 
fees, and the charging foundations and methods. If exemptions or reductions of 
the fees are possible, this should also be indicated, including the manner in 
which they can be obtained. Ideally, the users should not only be informed about 
the pricing policy, but they should also be able to calculate, at least 
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approximately, the fee before requesting the data, e.g. by a price calculating tool 
that is offered on the website. Of course, it should be made clear that his price is 
only indicative, and may not be exactly the same as the actual price that will be 
charged (although the indicative price should not differ too much from the actual 
price). Ideally, the prices should not hold many different factors and involve 
complex calculations that could drive potential users away.  
4.1.8. The Role of Metadata 
Metadata is defined in article 3.6 of the INSPIRE directive as “information 
describing spatial data sets and spatial data services and making it possible to 
discover, inventory and use them”. The directive imposes an obligation to create 
metadata that are complete and of a quality sufficient to fulfil the designed 
purpose, and to keep these metadata up to date. This obligation was introduced 
in order to reduce transaction costs (see recital 15 of the INSPIRE directive). 
Metadata should contain information on the conformity of spatial data sets with 
the implementing rules on the interoperability of spatial data sets and services; 
the conditions applying to access to and use of spatial data sets and services, 
and, where applicable, corresponding fees; the quality and validity of spatial data 
sets; the public authorities responsible for the establishment, management, 
maintenance and distribution of spatial data sets and services; and limitations on 
public access and the reasons for such limitations (article 5.2 of the INSPIRE 
directive). 
Ideally, the metadata should provide all the information mentioned in the data 
policy. With regard to the use conditions, the INSPIRE regulation of metadata 
imposes the use of the metadata element Conditions applying to access and use, 
in the ISO standard on metadata referred to as use limitations (European 
Commission, 2008) This is a free text element, which should allow data providers 
to briefly describe the terms and conditions for the use of spatial data and the 
charges. Additionally, the purposes for which the data are not suitable can be 
listed there, and a link to the use conditions of the data provider. In many cases, 
it may not be possible to describe the conditions in the metadata element, 
because more information is needed than can be made available in the limited 
space foreseen by or suitable for the metadata fields. Hence, while the metadata 
should hold information on e.g. the use conditions for the spatial data, they may 
not be able to reflect all documentation the user needs to make his decision on 
whether he or she can use the data for his intended purpose or not. For instance, 
it will be impossible for the public body to describe in the metadata all conditions 
and charges that apply for all possible types of use that it allows. Therefore, it is 
advised that the metadata only hold a link to the webpage of the public body 
where all conditions are set out as indicated earlier (see also DT on Data and 
Service Sharing, 2010). Of course, it will be important for the public body to 
ensure that, if the URL of this webpage changes, the metadata are adapted 
accordingly.  
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4.1.9. Code of Practice Checklist 
The following table provides a summary or ‘checklist’ of the main elements of the 
Code of Practice.  
Table 3: Checklist of the Main Elements of the Code of Practice 
Checklist 
1. Basic information 
• Provide basic information about your organization on the website  
2. Practical Arrangements (article 3.5 Access directive, 9 PSI directive) 
• Provide access to registers, lists or assets lists on the website 
• Make metadata available online in line with the INSPIRE implementing rules 
• Indicate access restrictions or use conditions in the metadata or provide a link to additional 
information 
3. Request procedure (article 3.2, 4.5, 6 Access directive, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 7 PSI directive) 
• Develop a request procedure and make it available online 
• Specify differences e.g. between types of users or conditions for re-use 
• Specify how the request should be formulated and what information it should contain 
• Provide a web form to send requests 
• If users have to register, ensure that personal data is stored in compliance with the national 
data protection regulations 
• Specify delivery methods  
• Specify time limits within which a request will be answered  
• Provide information about available means of redress 
• Provide information about payment methods  
4. Information officer/ Contact point/ Request for additional information (article 3.5(a), (c) 
Access directive, 9 PSI directive  
• Assign a contact person/ data policy officer to handle requests for support  
5. Available data and conditions (article 8 PSI directive, 5, 14.3, 14.4, 17.3 INSPIRE 
directive) 
• Specify conditions for all types of available data, all types of re-use, all types of users and 
services 
• Inform users about their obligations (e.g. attribution, error reporting) 
• Make licensing information available online 
• Use disclaimers or click-use licenses when possible, and make the full version of the licence 
available to the users (via a link or in a PDF document delivered via email) 
• Make detailed information available about the availability of services and the conditions for 
their use 
• Refer to the conditions and limitations in the metadata 
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4.2. Standard licences 
Another important element in improving accessibility of spatial data, next to the 
data policy, is the use of standard licences, preferably made available on the 
public body’s website. Such licences provide greater transparency to the users 
and allow them to assess their contractual rights and obligations before entering 
into an agreement with the public body.  
The harmonisation of licensing conditions and the use of the same model 
licences by many public bodies, either within a Member State or across Member 
States within a particular sector, would be beneficial for users wanting to obtain 
and combine datasets from several public bodies. This is also recognised by the 
6. Charging (article 5.3 Access directive, 7 PSI directive) 
• Develop a pricing policy  
• Make the pricing policy available on the website 
• Cover all types of data/ users/ types of re-use in your pricing policy 
• Publish pricing mechanisms online and indicate what factors are taken into account in the 
calculation process 
• Inform about possibilities of having the charges levied or waived 
• Provide discovery services free of charge 
7. Guarantees for data quality and liability 
• Develop a policy on data quality and liability 
• Provide this information to the users, e.g. in a form of a disclaimer on the website 
• Provide information on quality and fitness for purpose in the metadata 
8. Intellectual property rights (article 2.2, 4.5 INSPIRE directive, 1.5 PSI directive 
• Develop a policy on your IPR 
• Develop a policy on acknowledgments of IPR of data suppliers 
9. Access limitations (article 4 Access directive, 13 INSPIRE directive, 1 PSI directive) 
• Make information about the grounds for refusal available on the website 
• In case of refusal, provide the reason to the applicant 
10. Multilinguality 
• Make the information on your website available also in other languages 
11. Emergency situations (article 7.4 Access directive) 
• Develop a policy and procedures on emergency access to data 
• Provide 24/7 access to data in case of emergency 
12. Updates 
• Regularly update information available on the website 
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PSI directive, which obliges Member States in which licences are used, to ensure 
that standard licences are available, which can be adapted to meet particular 
licence applications (article 8.2 PSI directive). The project’s Code of Practice 
focused on model licences to be used by the Surveys for providing their 
geological spatial data to the users. While these licences can be applied for other 
types of data, one should also recognise their limited scope and objectives. 
For the design of the model licences, the OneGeology-Europe project used 
existing licensing models and adapted these to the needs of the Geological 
Surveys and the requirements of the EU legal framework for the availability of 
public sector spatial data. Licences that were examined included Creative 
Commons, the Ordnance Survey open data licence, the INSPIRE model licences 
and a number of national developments such as the Dutch Geo-gedeeld 
licensing suite.  
In order to avoid ‘reinventing the wheel’, we combined concepts of the different 
licences to suit our particular needs. Two model licences were proposed 
(Kuczerawy et al., 2010). The Basic OneGeology-Europe licence is meant for 
data that is available free of charge and with minimal use conditions or 
restrictions. It can be used as a click-licence or in the form of general conditions 
listed on the website that do not require the signing of a contract. This licence is 
mostly based on the Ordnance Survey Open Data Licence, and the INSPIRE 
basic licence. It is a worldwide, royalty-free, non-exclusive licence to use the data 
for any purpose, free of charge. The user has to include a standard 
acknowledgement of the rights of the data provider in any use, and he or she 
should avoid any misrepresentation or suggestion of endorsement by the data 
provider 
Next, the Specific OneGeology-Europe licence was designed for data available 
under a charging regime and under more restrictive conditions. The main section 
of the licence deals with the allowed use. This section provides different options 
and standard terms for e.g. Web Mapping Services, Web Feature Services and 
other forms of access; and for different types of users (public administrations, 
type of entities). No distinction is made between e.g. commercial and non-
commercial use, but rather between the different activities that can be performed 
based on the spatial data that are obtained (e.g. making copies, publication, 
creating derivative products, etc.). The sections on charges and the delivery 
process also take into account different options, such as the delivery via 
download services, DVD or ftp. Additional clauses of the licence deal with 
warranties, liability, conflict resolution, and the termination of the licence (see 
http://www.law.kuleuven.be/icri/deliverables/2071G-E_WP7_D7.pdf?where=). 
The next table provides an overview of the main sections of the basic and 
specific OneGeology-Europe licence.  
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Table 4: Comparison of Basic and Specific OneGeology-Europe Licences 
Basic OneGeology-Europe licence Specific OneGeology-Europe Licence 
• Worldwide, royalty-free, non-exclusive 
licence • Non-exclusive, non-transferable licence 
• Any use allowed • Allowed use 
• WMS: display, navigate, zoom in/out, 
an or overlay datasets, display legend 
information and metadata 
• WFS 
o Conditions for public 
administration users 
o Conditions for private users 
• Free of charge • Charges 
o Free of charge; or 
o Description of details of charges, 
timing of payment and payment 
arrangements 
• Attribution (optional: require attribution in 
sub-licence) 
• Attribution 
• No misrepresentation or suggesting 
endorsement 
• No unauthorised use 
 • Security measures 
• Delivery method • Delivery method 
• No warranty • Liability waiver 
 • Force majeure 
• Applicable law • Applicable law 
• Possible changes to the licence  
 • Processing of personal data 
 • Assignment, sub-licensing and contracting 
 • Contact persons  
 • Conflict resolution 
 • Termination  
 
5. CONCLUSIONS AND WAY FORWARD 
The OneGeology-Europe Code of Practice and model licences tried to increase 
the harmonization of the licensing practices of the Geological Surveys in the 
project, based on the different policies and practices that were found in these 
organizations. While the Code of Practice made a number of recommendations to 
synchronize the data policies of the Surveys and to ensure compliance with the 
requirements from the PSI directive, the Access directive and the INSPIRE 
directive, the model licences still gave them the option to maintain some of their 
existing practices for disseminating data. In this way, the project’s objective of 
facilitating access and use of geological spatial data could be reached, without 
asking the public bodies to change their data sharing cultures too aggressively 
within the short time span of the project. As in many of the organizations the data 
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policy and the dissemination of spatial data were not (yet) high on the agenda, 
this approach seemed to be the most realistic to obtain results. While currently 
there are no exact figures on how many of the Geological Surveys have fully 
implemented the Code of Practice after the project has ended, many of the 
Surveys have made it clear that they intended to follow the Code of Practice in 
developing their data policies.  
However, some additional remarks should be made for any further research and 
practice towards harmonizing data policies and licences. First, as was found in 
the OneGeology-Europe project, in the search for standard licences, the variety 
of business models of the public bodies providing spatial data cannot be 
overlooked. This is one of the major factors that hinder the harmonization of the 
licensing methods across Europe. One of the reasons for this is a dissimilar 
ability to deliver the data for free, which is mostly dependent on the financing of 
the public body. Thus any data policy and associated model licences have to 
take into account these differences. They consequently have to cover situations 
when spatial data are made available free of charge and without many 
restrictions on the use, but also situations when data are charged for and the 
conditions are much more restrictive. This means that a one-size-fits-all solution 
is not going to be sufficient. In order to be able to fulfil all the needs of the public 
bodies providing spatial data, multiple model licences must be designed allowing 
for flexible solutions for each public body using them. The range of situations that 
have to be covered suggests that a few standard licences might be necessary to 
satisfy all the licensing needs of the organizations providing data. At least two 
model licences seem required, one for the free of charge provision of data with 
minimal restrictions on the use, and a second one for spatial data for which a fee 
is charged and the conditions of use are more restrictive.  
In addition, for each organisation that feels that its particular type of data or data 
policy would not fit into the limited number of model licences proposed and that it 
needs a separate set of conditions or licence model, it should critically assess 
whether this is actually the case. In many cases, such a separate policy might not 
be necessary, because the reasons behind the need of the public body for 
specific conditions or requirements are the same, but just understood or 
formulated differently. In many cases, their concerns might already be taken into 
account in the limited number of licences that are proposed. Raising the 
awareness among public bodies about the requirements and consequences of 
different information policies could also, by indicating the lack of need for ever 
differing approaches, limit the number of initiatives being taken for creating new 
licensing models next to the many existing ones. In this way, the harmonisation of 
information policies and licensing models across sectors and countries could be 
greatly facilitated. However, this requires more research into two aspects: first, to 
what extent information policies and licensing models can be harmonised while 
still complying with all national and international legal provisions and 
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requirements; and second, how the public bodies’ culture and approach to 
dissemination of data can be changed from each public body designing its own 
specific conditions for data dissemination to all public bodies adopting a limited 
number of general policies and practices for making spatial (and other public 
sector) data available.  
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